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Prometheus Chriſtanus: 


OR, A 


TREATISE 


Shewing the FOLLY and VANITY of 
AND M 
Containing the Solution of the main 
Arguments of the SOCINIA NS, the 
ARRIANS,theDEIST'S, andother 
Unitarians, which have a direct and im- 
mediate Tendency to the Utter Ruin and 
Subverſion of the very Foundation of 
Chriſtianity. 
'N hereunto is annex'd, 


|The Refutation of ſome Dogmatical Points 
of a Modern Author relating to the 


TRINIEY: 


By FOHN SA U VAGE, Gent. : 
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THE 


PREFACE 


Inding the Innumerable 
number of Heterodox1- . 
cal and Prophane Er- 
rors which in theſe di1l- 

ſolute Times make the Novel- 
liſts to Swarm with the fre- 
quent new Acceſles of their 
Proſelytes, I deem'd it expe- 
dient to Propoſe the Grrounds 
of their ſeveral Errors, and {o - 
to Refute them, which here - 
] undertake. 
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Shewing the 
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ATHEISM 
SECT. 1. 
Shewing the Nallity and Vanity of the Arheiſts, 


HIS Prophane and Pernicious Error hath 
| drawn many a Soul to_ their utter Ruine 
and; Perdition ; for their Poſition is, That 


"> _--there is no Supreme Deity nor Godhead 
exiſtent, to-govern and regulate the Natural and Moral 
Tranſathions 'of this Univerſe. _ 
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The Grounds of their Do&rine are ſetled upon their 
inſatiable Avidity to fatisfie the —_ of their 
Senſual Appetite , not invoking the leaſt Ditamen of 
Reaſon to their ſupport and conduct. Hence they 
let the Reins looſe to all Laſciviouſneſs, Delight, and 
Pleafure that Sence can diQtate to them. - 

To convince theſe Miſcreants of their dull and ſtu- 
pid Error, I muſt firſt defire them to take a ſurvey 
of the admirable Products and ſtupendious Variety of 
this inferiour Orb. Let them conſider, that there can 
be no Effe without-a Cauſe; and, where will they 
find a Cauſe that is impower'd to produce- ſuch -ya- 
riety of Creatures as do embell#h the Globe of the 
Earth with ſuch due Subordination,Stability,and Natural 
Inſtin&, for the preſervation and hope garicno each 
Species in their kind? Let them confider, thar there 
is no created Power that hath any Proportion to be 
the Cauſe of ſuch admirable Efects ; for it exceeds the 
Capacity of all Created Power, whether: Human or 
Angelical, to produce one Blade of Graſs, or one Leaf 
of a Tree, in pertection, much more to create ſuch a 
copious number of Vegetables and Animals as furniſh 
| this World for the uſe of Man. All this argues the 
Certainty and Infallibilty of the Exiſtence of the Or;- 
2inal Cauſe of ſuch variety of Produdts, and convin- 
ceth, that it muſt be an Omnipotent, All-wiſe, Prudenr 
and Provident Creator. © - IRS rs LEP EAG 

"Then let the dull and ſtupid Atheiſt caſt his Eyes 
up to Heaven, and contemplate ' the Variety of:the 
fuperiour Orbs of the Sax and Moon, with the reſt of 
the Plaxets and their- Attendants, with: the fix*d Stars 
that are immovably ſeated in the Firmament, which 
are more in- number that the Sands of 'the Sea ti Det 
the Atheiſt conſider how all-thefe, by::their'rapt-mori!” 
ON, 
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on, are daily carried in their Sphere cound- this 1n- 
feriour World once every day, without leaving their 
{tations where they were firſt fixed : let him conſi- 
der moreover the regular and- conſtant motion of 
the wand'ring Plaxets and their Concomitants, how 
they are all rapt by the Firſt Mover round this 
World once every day, while at the fame time, by 
their natural motion, they are in progreſs of effe&t- 
ing their natural courſe, which the Moo accom- 
pliſheth in Eight and twenty Days, the Sx in one 
Year, the reſt of the P/axers in a longer time ; and 
thus by their various Aſpe&ts and benign Influences 
communicate to us all the Bleſſings of a munitficent 
and benign Creator, as Cor», Wine, Oyl, and all the 
Fruits of the Earth, which are abundantly ſufficient 
not only for Man's neceſſary ſupport and mainte- 
nance, Sh alſo for his army FE and delight : Which 
made St. Chryſoſtom ſay, In paginis Celoram legitur 
divinitas ; In the Book of the Heavens #« read the 
Divinity. And St. Auguſtine crys out, O altitado ſa- 
pientie & ſcientie Dei ! O the altitade of the Wiſdom 
and Science of God ! | 

Add to this the general and univerſal Conſent and 
Agreement of all Nations contain'd in the whole 
extent of this Univerſe, whereof there is not one 
Nation that denies the Exiſtence of a Deity. Now, 
- If this general Perſwaſion ſhould prove falſe or de- 
ceitful, to whom could this Error and Deceit be im- 
puted, but to Him that imprinted this general Belief 
and Perſwaſion into the Minds of all Nations, it 
being wholly impoſſible that the Great Omnipotent 
Creator of the. Univerſe, whoſe Providence is infinite, 
and who is Veracity and Truth itſelf, ſhould de- 
ceive 


[4] 
ceive any one, and, by reaſon of his Omniſcience, 
ſhould be deceived himſelf, who penetrates the moft 
abdit and moſt ſecret Receſſes of the ſuperiour and 
inferiour World by his Omniſcience ? Yea, it is 
the Opinion of moſt learned Divines, that it is im- 
poſſible that any one Perſon, having attain'd to the 
perfe&t uſe of Reaſon, ſhould be ignorant of the 
Being of a GOD. 

Now, if all this will not convince the Athei/# of 
his black Error, I will give him a Metaphyſical De- 
monſtration priori for the Being of a G O D. 

And firſt, I will ſettle the true Notion of a 
Deity or Godhead ; ſecondly, I ſhall prove rhe Poſ- 
ſibility of the Object of this Notion ; and thirdly, I 
ſhall demonſtrate the real Exiſtence of it. 


As to the firſt; a True GOD is that, and only 
that, which hath all PerfeCtions poſſible, and no De- 
fect; and whatſoever hath all this, is compleatly 
God; and whatſoever faileth of any part of this, 
is not, nor cangot be G OD. This being prefup- 
pos'd, as the Ground and Subject of my Demonſtra- 
tion, I thus proceed to prove the poſlibility of it, 
which was the ſecond thing propos'd : 


All that which is not a Chymerical FiQtion is 
poſlible. 

This Obje& is no Chymerical Fiction, 

Therefore this Obje& is poſſible. 


Nothing can be here deny'd but the mizor or ſecond 
Propoſition, which I thus prove : 


A Chy- 


E-] 
A Chymerical Fiftion hath a great DefeQ; tn wit, 
its impoſſibility to exiſt, _ 
This Obje& hath no DefeQ. 
Therefore this Obje& is poſlible. 


Now for the third oy propos*'d, which was, to 
demonſtrate the Real Exiſtence of it : 


All that which is poſſible, and hath no DefeQ, is 
exiſtent. 
-This Obje& is poſfible and hath no Defe&. 
Therefore this Obje& is exiſtent. 


The major or firſt Propoſition of this laſt Syllogiſm 
cannot be deny'd; the reſt is clear and evident : and 
therefore T here leave the inconſiderate Athei#f to 
ponder the Force and Energy of this Demonſtration, 
and fo I proceed to the Socinians, 


S E ©, I. IL 


The Main Objeftion of the Heterodox Unita- 
rIans 75 fully propos'd and ſolu d by the 
Orthodox I rinitarians. | 


acknowledgment of Oze Only Omnipotent and 

finite Wiſe GOD; but they deny the Divinity of 
the Three Perſons, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, ac- 
| B 2 knowledging 


H ERE our Adverſaries do p, 6's with Us, in the 
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 Natare. 


[ 6 ] 
knowledging but one Hypoſtaſis or Suppoſitum 1n the 


Deity. To prove which, they propoſe this following 
Argument, 


The Divine Nature # the Father. 
The Son #s the Divine Nature. 
Therefore the Son « the Father. 


So likewiſe, to prove the Holy Spirit to be but ane 
and the ſame Perſon with the Soz, as they ſuppoſe, 
they have prov*d the Father and the Sox to be but 
Ore Perſon : and thus they reduce the Trinity of the 
Perſons to only one Tapof aſs or Perſonality. To 
efte& this, they frame this Syllogiſm, 


The Divine Nature the Son. 
The Holy Spirit i the Divine Nature. 
Therefore the Holy Spirit. « the Son. 


By theſe two Syllogiſms they intend to reduce 
the Paternity of the Father, the Filiation of the Sor, 
and the Paſſive Spiration of the Holy Spirit, to be bur 
one Hypoſtaſis or Perſonality, grounding themſelves 
upon that Orthodox Principle of ours, "That there is 
a real Identity betweeh the Deity and each of the 
Three Perſons, without which Identity they could not 
be Divine. 

For Anſwer to this Achilles or efficacious Argu- 
ment, (as the Socinians do ſuppoſe) I reply by de- 
nying the Conſequence of both Syllogiſms; for nei- 
ther of them concludes, for want of the diſtribution 
of the medium or middle Term, which 1s the Divine 


To 
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To. this the. Socinians anſwer, That, the two fore- . 
mention'd Syllogiſms are both expoſitary, and'there- 
fore do conclude with greater Perſpicpity - and. Cer- . 
tainty than either of the Moods contained under the 
three Figures ' which Ari/ffotle hath {etled. for the 
Rules of Diſputation.; which likewiſe is the .Opinion 
of all Philoſophers and Logicians fince Ari/forle's_. 
Time : The reaſon is,, becauſe, an expolitary Syllo- 
giſm hath all its three, Terms ſingular, and neither 
of them capable. of Multiplication ;. {a that-the di- 
ſtribution of the z#ediam.is needleſs: as in this Syllo- . 


gilm, 


This Angel is ſent from God. b: 
Gabriel « th# Angel. | 
\ Therefore Gabriel zs ſent from, God. 
/ © 


In this Syllegiſm- grant the Premiſes, and. deny - 
the Conſequence if you can: And a Thouſand more 
ſuch Examples might be produc*d,, wherein the di- 
{tribution of - the medium is ſuperfjuous. 

To this T anſwer, by granting the Force of an 
expolitary Syllogiſm, but denying thar either of the - 
two firſt Syllogiſms is expotitary .; for, though the 
median in them both, which 15 the Divine Nature, 
appears ſingular, yet it is capable of Multiplication, 
by reaſon that it contains not .only- all the Infinite 
Perte&tions and Attributes of the Dezty, which are . 
all ſingular, and conſtitute. but one ſingular Divine 
Subſtance, yet the Deity contains in it alſo the No- 
tional Predicates and Relative PerfeQtions of Three -. 
Perſons which are really diſtin&t from each other : - 


And therefore, if the medium be not diſtributed, 
the. 


[$8 ] 


the Syllogiſm 'is not in © form, and concludes no- 


* thing. 


* Here the $95nian, oft of a civil compliance, ra- 
ther than loſe his faſt hold, will accommodate him- 
ſelf to the Gerims of his Adverſary, by diſtributing 


- his Mediam, which he thus effects : 


All that is rontain'd in the Deity #4 the Fa- 
Ws A 

The Son t contain'd in the Deity. 

Therefore the Son '# the Father. 


This Syllogiſm is in form, and concludes right- 
ly ; neither can you deny the major ; ' for you ac- 
knowledge, that the Dezty 1s one ſingular, indiviſible 
and individua{ Subſtance : you grant alſo a real Iden- 
tity between the Father and the Subſtance of the 
Deity ; therefore by a rigid neceſſity you muſt grant 
a real Identity between the Father and the whole 
Real Subſtance of the Deity ; for, it contains no 
Parts nor Particles really diſtintt from each - 6- 
ther. | 
I anſwer by diſtinguiſhing the major, All the ab- 
ſolute Pertections contain'd in the Dezry are the Fa- 
ther ; 1 grant it. All the notional Predicates and re- 
lative Perfections contain'd in the Dezry are the 
Father ; T deny it : for the Fiſtation of the Sox, and 
the paſſive Sprration of the Holy Spirit, are contain*d 
n = Deity, and | yet are really diſtinct from the 
Father. | ety 


To 
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To this the Socinian rephes, That according to 
this diſtintion we muſt admit two Parts really di- 
ſtin& from cach other, whereof the one ts on pr? 
fied with- the Father, the" other” not :, where, of 
force, we muſt ſwallow a plain Contradi&ion, or 
admit two Parts in the Dezry really diſtin from 
each other, and both compleatly endow*d: with: the 


Deity ; which 1s to: admit tva' Gods, ant fo" to de. 


throne ang ungod the Omnipotent, who is the great, 
Creator, Framer, and Preſferver. of the whote Uni- 
verſe. > "- 

To anſwer this Objeftion, IT do declare, That it 


is very remote from our Thoughts-to admit in the _ 


Divinity more than one Real and* Divine $ub, ange 


ſo that your Allegation oþ our granting Two Gods is- 


frivolous and injurious to us. 


As to the other part alledged in the ObjeQion - 
of admitting a Contradiction, Scorms, with all his ]. 
School of the Scotifts, do anſwer you, That here is }. 


no appearance of a Contradiaion by reaſon of a 
Diftinetion which they call d4:ft:nitionem mediam, or 


Ex Natura rei ; that is, not real, but more than 
formal ; which hath no dependance __ the opera-- - 
ey diſtinguiſh 


tion of the Underſtanding. . By this t 
between the Divinity and the Notional Perfections 
of the Perſons : ſo that the Extreams .of - your ' pre- 
tended Contradittion are not the ſame. 

* Many other Learned Divines do admit of a Vir- 


tual Diſtintion between the Deity and the Notio- - 


nal or Relative Predicates of the Perſons ; by 
which your pretended Difficulty vaniſheth to 
Smoak. | 


But . 


—— 


But becauſe I have in the Treatiſe of the Tr:niry 
impugned and rejected both theſe Opinions, my 
Anſwer is, That a formal Diſtinction , which 1s 


' made by the Underſtanding, and ſuppoſed by the 
'very ObjeC&ion, is ſufficient to evacuate this preten- 


ded Difficulty ; for hereby it will appear, that the 


' pretended ContradiQtion is not eju/dem de eodem, as 


the Philoſophers ſay ; that is, both parts are not of 
the ſame Predicate, in. order to the ſame Subject, 
which is neceſſary to make up a formal Contradi- 
ction, as all Philoſophers do require. So that we 
neither do admit Two Parts really diſtintt in the 
Deity, nor are we hereby forced to ſwallow a 
Contradiftion, as our, Adverſaries do moſt falſly 


pretend. 
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S E C T. Ill 


A farther Attempt of the fame Adverſaries is 
Propos'd and Sold. 


ERE the Soc:nian begins to faint, as havin 

| run himſelf out of breath, and ſpent the beſt 
part of the Vigour and Energy of his IntelleQual 
Faculty to ſupport his Poſition, yet will not leave 
his Cauſe ſq incompleatly. accompliſtd, and there- 
fore doth ſummon up the remainder of the Force 
and Vigour of his Underſtanding to accompliſh his 
| Deſign. And thus he proceeds. | 


The DoQtrine contained in the Anſwer to my laſt 
ObjeQion is not conſiſtent with what you have for- 
merly acknowledg'd in this Diſpute, which is, That 
there are Three Hypoſtaſes, which are all Notional 
Predicates, belonging to the compleat Conſtitution 
of the Three Perſons, which are really diſtin from 
each other, and yet all Three compleatly furniſh'd 
with all the Per{Qions of the Divinity, by a real 
Identity with it. How then doth this confiſt with 
the admitting no more than: one ſingular and nu- 
merical Subſtance in the: Divinity ; for you admit 

| C Three 
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Three diſtin& Perſons really Identified with the ſame 
Divinity ? | 


To ſolve this, I muſt have recourſe to the Do- 
Arine of Circuminciſion. The Obje&t in queſtion 
may be confider'd ſeveral ways ; but, to accommo- 
date my ſelf to the Fancy of the Socznians, T muſt 
conſider it by way of C:ircumincifion ; for when it is 
ſo taken, then the Divinity includes the three Hype- 
#aſes, namely, the Parernity of the Father, the Filia- 
tion of the Son, and the paſſive s prior” of the Holy 
Spirit, as it were inveloped and implicated within 
itſelf: and under this Conſideration 1t 1s. numerical- 
ty -but one fingular and individual Subſtance , be- 
caule all the Hypo/taſes, Relarions, and Co-relations of 
the. Perſons are really identified with the Divinity, 
and. fo make but oze Subſtance with 1t. 

And it is in this ſence the Councit of Lateraze, 
cire> by me at harpe in the firft SeCtion of the firſt 
Diſputation of the Treatiſe of the Trizity, Cap. fir- 
miter, and Cap. demianns De ſumma Trinitate, defines, 
That the Dezty, with all its Relations and Perſo- 
nalities, conftiture- but aram ſamman rem, that is, but 
one chief Being ; for, m this ſence the notional and 
rehtive PerfeRtions of the Perfons are not to be con- 
fider*d. And this is the true meaning of Circamix- 
«10x. | 5 
But if you will diffolve the Circaminciſion, and 
take abroad and uyfold alt that is in it, then the 
Perſonalities of the Three ferſons will appear really 
diſtin from one another, and yet are the {ame in- 
dividuat Subſtance with the Deity. And herein eqn- 
f&@ the Myſtery: of the | Divize Trinity, which all 
the 


"E290 : 
the extent of Nature cannot furniſh us with os 
Example to parallel : ſo that from the different 
acceptions of the ſatne Obje& you. raiſe a different 
ſenſe of it; and hence ariſeth the Difference be- 
tween you and your Adverſary : for, if you do not 
cautioully diſtinguiſh between the- abſolute and no- 
tional terms, you. muſt needs confound the obje&ive 
Signification of them , which gorwithſtanding #fe 
very ditterent from each other, and this grounds # 
Contuſion in your Underſtanding; | 


SEE IF. 


The Objections: against Circumincifion 
Solw/'d. | | 


UT the Socinian is not fatisfied with this Do- 

Arine of Circaminciſion, but objeAts, That we 
grant, with the Council of Laterar, but Ore Reality 
made np of the Divinity and the Three Perſons ; 
and yet we admit, That when the Circuminciſion is 
unfoldeJ1 and taken abroad, there are Three Perſona- 
lities really diſtin from each other : Which in- 
volves a plain Contradiation ; for we aflerr, The 
whole is but One Reality, ana ſumma res, only One 


Reality ; and yet we likewiſe aſſert, That there are 
| C 2 more 
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more Realities contained in it : which is a plain Con- 
tradiction. 
Torhis I anſwer, 

That theſe Two Propoſitions there, is but One 
Reality. | 

There is more than One Reality. Theſe two are 
not contradictory, if taken in a different ſence ; for 
the firſt is meant by Circamirciſion, the ſecond by 
Extenſion; which hinders the Contradiction. 

Here the Socizian replies, That theſe ſeveral Ac- 
ceptions, or different Senſes of the ſame ObjeQ, are 
bur difterent Conſiderations of the Underſtanding, 
which conſtitute only Formalities ; why then do you 
obtrude them in this Diſcourſe, where we diſpute 
only of Realities, which is a meer Trick and Eva- 
fion ro involve the whole matter into obſcurity and 
confuſion, which in a fair way of diſputing oughr 
not to be done? | 

Here the Sociniar is brick, and confident of his 
own Cauſe ; yet give me leave to anſwer, That 
my Solution of the Difficulty propos*'d is very pro- 
per; for, the Diviaity 15 a ſingular and indiviſible 
Subſtance, and by a real Identity- is the ſame thing 
with the Three Perſons; {o that all together conſti- 
tute but Oze Realiiy: whereas, if you confider the 
Perſons apart, you will. find Three Realities. diſtinct, 
whereof the one: is incarnate, the other two are 
not ; which is an evident ſign of a real Diſtin- 
F107. 

Here the Socinian replies again, alledging, That 
to ſolve one Contradicion we incurr another : for, 
we ſay, That one Perſon is incarnate , the other 


not : ſo that of the /ame Reality we ſay, This = | 
ty 
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lity 1s incarnate, and this ſame Reality is not incar- 
nate. 

 And- thus we prove both parts of the Contra- 
diction : 


The Father i not incarnate. ; 
This Reality is the Father. £7 
f 


Therefore this Reality is not incarnate.. 


The affirmative part of this Contradiction we- 
prove thus : 


The Son #© incarnate. 
This Reality # the Son. 
Therefore this Reality js incarnate, 


4 TI anſwer by denying the two ?*fore-mention'd | 
Propoſitions to. be contradiftory , for the negative. . 
Propoſition is verified only of the Father and the. 
Holy Spirit, not of the Sox : whereas the Afﬀfirma- . 
tive is verified only of the/Sox, not of .the Father, 
nor the Holy Spirit. Whence you may plainly per- 
ceive the pretended--Contradiction is not ejuſdem de 
eodem ; it. is not of the ſame Predicate, in order to 
the ſame Subjea, which is repugnant to the known 
Rule of ContradiQories, for elſe theſe two would-. 
be contraditory.. Man is like other Animals,, and 
Man is not like other Animals ; for, as being a li- 
ving ſenſible Creature, he is like other Animals, 
and as being endow*d with Reaſon, he is not like 
other Animals ; and yet his Animality and Ratio- . 
nality are but. two Formalities, diſtinguiſh*d only by 
the Underſtanding. Now, if the paſſing from one 


Formality to another hinders the force of a Contra- . 
diction, _ 
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diction, much more will it hinder, by paſſing from 
one Reality to another; for the Father, the Sor, and 
the Holy Spirit are really diſtinguiſh'd from each 
other. 

But now the Socizian 1s ready to proſecute his 
Deſign farther, which we ſhall declare in the next 
Section. 


SECT. V. 


Wherein the reft of the Unitarian's Arguments 
are Propes'd and Sole/d. 


another great Inconvenience, which 1s, to de- 

ce out of the precedent Do&rine a neceflity of 
admitting Three Gods; for we admit Three FHypoſta- 
ſes or Relations really diſtin from each other, and 
every one of them to be compleatly furniih'd with 
the Divinity ; and each of them conftitutes a 
complat Godhead, for _ being Three 1n num- 

ity 


H ERE the Socinian pretends to drive us to 
u 


ber, there muſt of nece be admitted Three 
Gods. 

_ To this Objeftion f anſwer , That the denomina- 
tion of G O D fignifies principally and in re&0 the 
Divinity, and in ebliguio the Hypoſtafes or Relations, 
and. is thus reſolved ; The Divinity fublifting by 

| ; Three 
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Three diftin& Hypoſtaſes, Now, becauſe there is but 
one ſingular and individual Divizity, there can be 
but one fenrgeiar and individual Godhead, Whereas 
the denomination of a oh ſignifies principally and 
in reo the Hypoſtaſes or Perſon, and is thus reſoly*d ; 
The Hypoſtaſes or Subſiſtence of the Divinity. So. 
that there being Three Hypoſtaſes or Perſonalities di- 
ſtin?, there muft be admitted Three diſtin# Perſons of - 
one numerical Divinity. - | | 


Another ObjeQion which they muſter up againft - 
us 1s this: We teach that the Perſons -of the Father .- 
and the Sox are really 1dentihed with the - Dezry, ., 
and the ſame thing with it, and yet we declare, 
that the Father any the Sox are two Realities really .- 
diſtint from one another ; which contradicts that: 
firſt Principle, known by the Light of Nature, Qze - 
ſunt eadem uni tertio ſunt eadem inter ſe ; They that 
are the ſame thing with a Third, are the ſame thing © 
among themſelves, Wherein all the Art of Syllogiſms , 
is grounded. 

I anſwer by admitting that Principle, as being 
known by the Light of Nature, and that the Syllo- 
giſtical Art is grounded in it; but, I deny that our - 
Dodrine is not conſiſtent with © the Verity of it : . 
for, if conſider the Three Perſons as. contained - 
in the Deity, and really the ſame thing with it, they 
all together make up but Ore .Reality, for in this 
manner you do not conſider the Perſozs as related 
to one another, but only as identified with the. 
Deity, which is by Circumciſion. And in this ſence 
the Council of Lateran hath defined it to be but one 
thing, | 
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thing, or one individual Subſtance, by reaſon of the 
identity of the Perſons with the Deity. 


And here I leave the Socinians to conſider more 
nicely and minutely the Difterence between the ab- 
ſolute and zotional Expreſſions in this Matter , and 
their ObjeQtive Significations, which will prevent any 


farther progreſs in framing any more ObjeQions in 
this mattes againſt us. 
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TECTu 


Certain Abſolete Opinions of another Nove- 
liſt are Propos'd and Sold, 


BOOK fell lately into my Hands, in the pe- 
ruſal whereof I found. certain Paradoxical 
Opinions deſtitute of Reaſoz, and back*d on- 

ly by the ſingle Authority. of the Author, whereof 
one was, the deſcription of the Eſſential Parts and 
Nature of an Individuum, which he defines to be 
nothing elſe but a Self-Conſciouſneff, or an exatt Cor- 
reſpondence with it ſelf ; which he produceth no Rea- 
ſon to prove, neither did I ever hear or read of any 
ſuch definition of an Individuum ; for, all Antiquity 
doth agree in this definition, That an Individaum 15 
Indiviſum in ſe & diviſum 4 quolibet alio ; that is, it is 
undivided in .it felf,, and divided from any thing 
elſe : of which Definition this Author makes no men- 
tion, and therefore doth not impugn it. 


The firſt Refutarion of this Author's new Opi- 
nion 1s ” followeth : cir | 
' A Self-Conſciouſneff of a thing with it ſelf, ar- 
f the thing to it ſelf, which is 
D-- | 


gues relation 0 
) k iM- 
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impoſſible, for a relation cannot ſubſiſt, except it 
mediates between two Extreams diſtin from each 
other ; the one 1s. that whereon the relation is 
founded, the other is that to which it 1s terminated ; 
but between a thing and its ſelf there is no diſtin- 
tion, for a thing and its ſelf are the ſelf-ſame nu- 
merical Object, which cannot admit of any rela- 
tion, and conſequently 1s uncapable of any Self-Con- 


ſciouſneſs. 
The Second Refutatioy. 


There can be no Self-Conſciouſnefs but by the Vi- 
tal Acts produced by the Inrernal Faculties, which 
mutt have an exa&t Conformity with the Natural 
Inclination of the thing from whence they proceed ; 
ſo thar' here can be nb Self-Conſcioaſneff of any Ob- 
ject to itſelf, but of the Atts to their Cauſe. 


The Thiyd Refutation. 


This Self-Conſciouſnefi comes too late to conſtitute 
the Eſſential Notion of an Izdividuum; for, ſepa- 
rate this Se/f-Conſciouſneſs from the Origin, whence 
ir proceeds, and 1 demand, whether this Origin, as 
now diveſted of its Se/f-Coxſciouſneff, be not an 1n- 
dividuum : if lo, then you have the Individaum com- 
pleatly conſtituted independent of this Se/f-Coxſciouſ- 
eſs ; for, either you muſt conſtitute the whole Ef- 
ſence of your Self-Conſciouſneſs in a Certain col- 
letion of Vital Ats, which are really diſtinguiſh'd 
from the Subſtance of the thing whoſe Se/f-Cor- 
ſeiouſneſi it is, or elſe you muſt conceive it to - 
really 
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really identified with its Subje& wherean 1t 1s groun- 
ded ; if the firft, you have the Ground and Subjett 
remaining  diveſted. of its Se/f-ConfciouſnefS, Now, I 
demand, whether this Subftance that remains ſepa- 
rated and diveſted from its 'Self-Corſciouſnefs be an 
Individuam or not ? If it be, then you have the 
whole and adequate Eſſence of an Izdividuum, inde- 
pon_ and precedent to your Self-Conſciou/nef : 

ut if it be not an I-dividzam, then ' it muſt be- a 
Plarality; which is againſt common ſence, for-it is 
a ſingular numerical Subſtance , undivided in itſelf, 
and divided from any thing elſe, and therefore an 
Individaum. But if you chuſe the ſecond by a real 
Identity with the Subſtance, which 1s the Ground 
and Foundation of it, then you muſt by a Metaphy- 
{ical DiſtinQtion preſcind it, and lice it as a For- 
mality from its Sabjecf, And fo, by your Under- 
ſtanding, conſider that Subſtance as mentally ſepa- 
rated from its Se/f-Conſciouſneſf, and you will find a 
{ſingular and numerical Subſtance, which 1s undivi- 
ded in its ſelf, and divided from any thing elle : 
which is the eſſential Definition of an Individuum. 

Here I might introduce other inanimate Crea- 
tures, as, the Elements, Metals, Stones, and the like, 
which have no colle&ion of Vital As, wherein to 
place your Self-Conſciouſnef, and yet they are all 1z- 
dividunms ; as appears by the definition by me 

Ven. 

: Another Opinion I find in this Author, whereby he 
aſſerts, That a Horſe is a Perſon ; not regulating 
himſelf by any Definition or Deſcription of a Per- 
ſoz, but goes on 1n a talking way, and ſtill remains 


in the Preliminaris of the Queſtion in debate, without 
1J'2 ever 
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ever penetrating into the Heart of the Difficulty, or 
touching the Sore : ſo that by this not arguing, but 
ralking way of Writing, nothing can be ſubſtantial 
ly proved, nothing efficaciouſly impugned : Where- 

re this Author not having given any definition nor 
deſcription of a Perſoz, I have nothing here to re- 
fute, but his Abſolete Poſition of introducing unreaſo- 
nable Brate Beaſts into the number of Perfams, in or- 
der to which, I muſt here give an eſſential definition of 
a Perſon, which is this : Rationalis nature individua 
& completa Sabſtantia ; that is, 4 Compleat, Rational, 
and Individual Subance, By which definition all 
Unreaſonable Creatures are excluded from the notion 
of Perſons; and only G O D, the Angels, and Mey, are. 
admitted. 
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SE. CF VB 


Two other Opinions of the ſame Author are Pros. 
 pos'd and Sold. 


| \ THIRD Opinion I find in this Author, 
whereby he affirms to be. contained in the 
Deity Three Infinite Minds, not proving nor at- 
tempting to prove his Poſition by any Argu- 
ment, | 
This Do&trine, and: the Conſequence of it, I can- 
not brook.; for, by. admitting Three Infinite Minds - 
in. GOD, he will hardly. avoid the admitting of 
Three.GO DS : which were Blaſphemy to alſlert, and © 
which I thus prove : 


The Mind is a Vital Faculty, belonging. and ap- 
pertaining to the Underſtanding ; a Term not notio- 
nal. nor, relative, but abſotute and ſingular in the 
Deity-; and therefore to admit Three  Tnfinite Minas, 
is the ſame as to admit Three Infinite Underſtand- 
zngs, which being an Abſolute Attribute, can. no 
more be multiply'd than the Godhead itſelf, which 
is common to all the Abſolute Attributes of the 


Deity, which all togerher make but one — 
wit 
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with GOD himſelf; whenee I conclude, that the 
admitting of Threa Infinite Minds in GOD, is of 
dangerous conſequence, and not eaſily to be main- 
tained, for ir hath a direct Tendency to Pa- 
ganiſm. 


A Fourth Opinion of this Author is, That the 
Unity of the Three Divine Perſons conſiſts efſenti- 
ally in the Mutual Conſciouſneſs of them to each 0- 
ther, whereby the Three Divine Perſons are made One 
by their mutual correſpondence and exa& agreein 
in the Faculties of their Underſtanding and will 
with each other. 

This Opinion is no more prov'd by Reaſon nor 
Authority than his former Opinions, but meerly aſ- 
ſerted, which Opinion I thus impugn : Separate at 
leaſt with your Underftanding this Matual Conſcion(- 
neſ from the Three Perſons.and there will remain 
Three Subſtances without their Unity : Theſe Three 
_— are either created or increated ; if the 
firſt, then the Three Perſons are meer Crearnres ; 
which is rank Socinianiſm : if the ſecond, then they 
mult be really identified with the Divine Nature ; 
and if ſo, then in vain do- you ſeek for another 
Unity, for you have here the ſtricteſt Unity that poſ- 
ſibly can be, namely, by a real Identity - with the 
Divine Natare, which 1s precedent to your Mutual Con- 
ſeiouſnefS. And this is the True Notion and Orthodox 
Dotctrin of the Divine Trinity. 

Beſides, this Unity that you affix to the Divize 
Perſons is only moral or metaphorical, no better than 
it would be between three Men or three Angels ; 
Which is a great Indignity to the Infinite PerteCtt- 

on 
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on of the Great God, who has in Inmſelf all Per- 
fections poſſible, and no Defect. 

Note brieſly-here, Fhat an Obje& of Three Subſtan- 
ces or Perſons muſt firſt have its compleat Being be- 
fore 1t is capable of your Mutual C onſticaſueſ : Con- 
ſider it therefore in its original Exiſtency, which was 
from all Eternity, and ponder with your ſelf if there 
were not in that ſtate an UVzity in the Trinity, and 
Trinity in Unity, without the leaſt mention or co- 
operation of your Mutual Conſciouſneſs. 


And here I conclude this Treatiſe of the Ever - 
_ and Moſt Sacred Trinity; all which, . 
and every part thereof, T humbly ſubmit to 
the Judgment and Cenfure of 'Thoſe upon . 
whom it is incumbent to regulate the Faith, .. 
Belief and DoQrine of the Proteſtant Charch -. 
of England, | 
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